arXiv:2404.00754v2 [physics.soc-ph] 23 May 2024

Imitation dynamics and the replicator equation

José F. Fontanari^1 1Instituto de Física de São Carlos, Universidade de São Paulo, Caixa Postal 369, 13560-970 São Carlos, São Paulo, Brazil

Evolutionary game theory has impacted many fields of research by providing a mathematical framework for studying the evolution and maintenance of social and moral behaviors. This success is owed in large part to the demonstration that the central equation of this theory - the replicator equation - is the deterministic limit of a stochastic imitation (social learning) dynamics. Here we offer an alternative elementary proof of this result, which holds for the scenario where players compare their instantaneous (not average) payoffs to decide whether to maintain or change their strategies, and only more successful individuals can be imitated.

I. INTRODUCTION

From a selfish perspective, people only behave in ways that benefit themselves. As social animals, acceptance in their social milieu is a crucial aspect of human wellbeing, and so imitating better-off peers is likely to be a major behavioral drive [1, 2]. The analysis of this scenario is particularly well suited to the evolutionary gametheoretic framework originally introduced to model animal contests [3, 4]. In fact, evolutionary game theory has been used extensively to address a problem that has been heralded as one of the greatest challenges for science in the twenty-first century [5]: understanding and promoting cooperation in human societies within a scenario of selfish individuals (see, e.g., [6–11]).

The use of evolutionary game theory to study social, as well as moral [12–14], behaviors has been greatly stimulated by the proof that the central equation of this theory – the replicator equation [15, 16] – describes the dynamics of imitation (or social learning) in the limit of infinite population size [17] (see also [18]). Because of the importance of this result in so many areas of research, we feel it necessary to give an elementary proof. More importantly, we give a proof that holds for the implementations of the stochastic imitation dynamics where players compare their instantaneous (not average) payoffs and only more successful individuals can be imitated.

II. IMITATION DYNAMICS

Consider a well-mixed finite population of size M, consisting of individuals that can play either strategy A or strategy B. The population is well-mixed in the sense that every individual can interact with every other individual in the population. At each time step δt, a focal individual i and a model individual j are randomly selected from the population without replacement. If the focal individual’s instantaneous payoff f_i is less than the model individual’s instantaneous payoff f_j , the focal individual copies the model’s strategy with probability f_j − f_i Δ_m

, (1) where Δ_m is the maximum possible payoff difference that guarantees that this ratio is less than or equal to 1. If f_j ≤ f_i, then the focal individual maintains its strategy. We emphasize that the instantaneous payoffs f_i and f_j are very unlikely to be the result of a game between the focal and model individuals, as we will see next when discussing the 2-player and N-player games. As usual in such an asynchronous update scheme, we choose the time step δt = 1/M so that during the step from t to t + 1 exactly M, though not necessarily different, individuals are selected as focal individuals.

Equation (1) differs in two significant ways from the switching probability used in the proof offered by Ref. [17] for the convergence of the imitation dynamics to the replicator equation as the population size goes to infinity. First and foremost, in Ref. [17], instantaneous payoffs are replaced by average payoffs, which means that the focal and model individuals play many games against all members of the population and accumulate payoffs before engaging in the imitation process. Second, in Ref. [17], the probability (1) appears as a perturbation to a baseline payoff-independent switching probability and is also valid when f_i > f_j , so there is a positive probability that individuals would imitate the strategy of a peer with a lower average payoff. Both of these assumptions are too restrictive and unnecessary.

In fact, imitation of more (not less) successful individuals is a key feature of social learning theory [1] and has been hailed as the fabric of human society [2], in addition to being the inspiration for a variety of effective optimization algorithms [19, 20]. Of course, since uncertainty is ubiquitous in real life, a more realistic imitation scenario requires relaxing the condition that only more successful individuals can be imitated. Indeed, there is evidence that the imitation process (social learning) in problem solving experiments is best described by introducing a noise factor into the imitation rule [21]. A popular imitation rule that incorporates a noise parameter is the Fermi strategy update rule [22, 23], where the temperature regulates the relevance of payoffs on the focal individual’s decision to change or not to change strategy. Note, however, that if the imitation rule is a nonlinear function of the payoff difference f_j − f_i, as is the case for the Fermi rule, then the resulting imitation dynamics is not described by the replicator equation in the infinite population limit, as we will show here.

Furthermore, there are games, such as the N-player majority vote [24], for which the mean, but not the instantaneous, payoffs of individuals are identical. In this case, using the mean payoffs in the switching probability would freeze the stochastic dynamics in the initial conditions. The implementation of the stochastic imitation dynamics using the switching probability (1) is common in the evolutionary game literature (see, e.g., [25, 26]) but a simple and accessible proof linking this dynamics to the replicator equation seems to be lacking.

Here we provide such a proof. For didactic purposes, we consider separately 2-player games, where the payoffs are determined by pairwise interactions, and N-player games, where the payoffs cannot be reduced to pairwise interactions [27].

III. 2-PLAYER GAMES

Classical examples of 2-player games are the hawk-dove game, used to introduce the concept of evolutionarily stable strategy [4], and the prisoner’s dilemma, used to study the problem of cooperation in social dilemmas [6]. The payoff of a player using strategy A or B depends on the other player’s strategy and is determined by the payoff matrix [4] A B A a b B c d . (2)

More explicitly, individual i chooses a random individual in the population and plays a game. This single game determines only the instantaneous payoff f_i of individual i. This procedure is done for the M individuals in the population. Thus, at a given time t, the population is fully characterized by the number of individuals playing strategy A with payoff a (I_a), the number of individuals playing strategy A with payoff b (I_b), the number of individuals playing strategy B with payoff c (J_c), and the number of individuals playing strategy B with payoff d (J_d). Of course, I_a + I_b + J_c + J_d = M.

Let P^a_i (t) and P^b_i (t) be the probabilities that player i uses strategy A and has instantaneous payoff a and b, respectively, at time t. Similarly, Q^c_i (t) and Q^d_i (t) are the probabilities that player i uses strategy B and has instantaneous payoff c and d, respectively, at time t. We will calculate the conditional probability that player i uses strategy A at time t + δt as a result of the imitation dynamics. The probability is conditional on the state of the population at time t, which is described by the integers I_a, I_b, J_c, and J_d. We emphasize that the imitation dynamics only determines the players’ strategies: their particular instantaneous payoffs are determined by the games described above. Of course, the probability that player i uses strategy A at time t is P_i(t) = P^a_i (t)+P^b_i (t), and the probability that player i uses strategy B at time t is Q_i(t) = Q^c_i (t) + Q^d_i (t) with P_i(t) + Q_i(t) = 1. The desired conditional probability, P_i(t + δt), is given by the sum of the probabilities of the following exclusive events.

(a) Individual i uses strategy A at time t and another individual is chosen as the focal individual. The probability of this event is [ P^a_i (t) + P^b_i (t) ] × M − 1 M . (3)

(b) Individual i uses strategy A at time t and is selected as the focal individual. The model individual also uses strategy A. The probability of this event is [ P^a_i (t) + P^b_i (t) ] × 1 M × I_a + I_b − 1 M − 1 . (4)

(c) Individual i uses strategy A and has payoff a at time t and is selected as the focal individual. The model individual uses strategy B and has payoff c, but individual i maintains strategy A. The probability of this event is

P^a_i (t) × 1 M × J_c M − 1 [ 1 − [1 − θ(a − c)] c − a Δ_m ] . (5)

(d) Individual i uses strategy A and has payoff b at time t and is selected as the focal individual. The model individual uses strategy B and has payoff c, but individual i maintains strategy A. The probability of this event is

P^b_i (t) × 1 M × J_c M − 1 [ 1 − [1 − θ(b − c)] c − b Δ_m ] . (6)

(e) Individual i uses strategy A and has payoff a at time t and is selected as the focal individual. The model individual uses strategy B and has payoff d, but individual i maintains strategy A. The probability of this event is

P^a_i (t) × 1 M × J_d M − 1 [ 1 − [1 − θ(a − d)] d − a Δ_m ] . (7)

(f) Individual i uses strategy A and has payoff b at time t and is selected as the focal individual. The model individual uses strategy B and has payoff d, but individual i maintains strategy A. The probability of this event is

P^b_i (t) × 1 M × J_d M − 1 [ 1 − [1 − θ(b − d)] d − b Δ_m ] . (8)

(g) Individual i uses strategy B and has payoff c at time t and is selected as the focal individual. The model individual uses strategy A and has payoff a, and individual i changes to strategy A. The probability of this event is Q^c_i (t) × 1 M × I_a M − 1 [ θ(a − c)] a − c Δ_m ] . (9)

(h) Individual i uses strategy B and has payoff d at time t and is selected as the focal individual. The model individual uses strategy A and has payoff a, and individual i changes to strategy A. The probability of this event is Q^d_i (t) × 1 M × I_a M − 1 [ θ(a − d)] a − d Δ_m ] . (10)

(i) Individual i uses strategy B and has payoff c at time t and is selected as the focal individual. The model individual uses strategy A and has payoff b, and individual i changes to strategy A. The probability of this event is Q^c_i (t) × 1 M × I_b M − 1 [ θ(b − c)] b − c Δ_m ] . (11)

(j) Individual i uses strategy B and has payoff d at time t and is selected as the focal individual. The model individual uses strategy A and has payoff b, and individual i changes to strategy A. The probability of this event is Q^d_i (t) × 1 M × I_b M − 1 [ θ(b − d)] b − d Δ_m ] . (12)

Here we have used θ(x) = 1 if x ≥ 0 and 0 otherwise. In addition, for the payoff matrix (2) we have

Δ_m = max_{α,β} {| α − β |} , (13)

where α = a, b and β = c, d. Finally, adding the probabilities given in eqs. (3) to (12) yields

P_i(t + δt) = P_i(t) − 1 M ∑ α,β P^α_i (t) J_β M − 1 β − α Δ_m + 1 M ∑ α,β P^α_i (t) J_β M − 1 θ(α − β) β − α Δ_m + 1 M ∑ α,β Q^β_i (t) I_α M − 1 θ(α − β) α − β Δ_m . (14)

Since P_i(t + δt) − P_i(t) must be proportional to δt, we must set δt = 1/M, as expected. To proceed, note that P^α_i and Q^β_i are the same for all individuals, i.e., there is nothing in the model formulation that distinguishes the individuals a priori. Thus, we write P^α_i (t) = P^α(t) and Q^β_i (t) = Q^β(t). In the limit M → ∞ we can use the law of the large numbers [28] to write P^α(t) = I_α/M and Q^β(t) = J_β /M, so that the third and the fourth terms on the right-hand side of eq. (14) cancel each other out.

With these observations, we rewrite eq. (14) as dP dt = − 1 Δ_m ∑ α,β P^α(t)Q^β (t) (β − α)

= − 1 Δ_m P (t) ∑ β Q^β(t)β − Q(t) ∑ α P^α(t)α . (15)

To complete the proof, we note that

π^A = 1 P (t) ∑ α P^α(t)α (16)

is the expected payoff of a player using strategy A (or the average payoff conditional on using strategy A). A similar expression holds for the expected payoff of a player using strategy B,

π^B = 1 Q(t) ∑ β Q^β (t)β. (17)

Therefore dP dt = 1 Δ_m P (t)Q(t) ( π^A − π^B )

= 1 Δ_m

P (t) [1 − P (t)] ( π^A − π^B ) , (18)

which, apart from a trivial time rescaling, is the replicator equation for a two-strategy game [15, 16]. It is clear from Eq. (15) that if the payoff difference β − α were replaced by some nonlinear function g(β − α), such as the Fermi function, then the replicator equation could not be recovered.

IV. N-PLAYER GAMES

Classical examples of N-player games are the N-player snowdrift game [25, 31], which is a generalization of the hawk-dove game, and the N-player prisoner’s dilemma game [7, 32] (see [33] for a review). In a typical scenario of an N-player game, the instantaneous payoff of individual i is obtained by randomly selecting N − 1 other individuals in the population without replacement. The payoff of individual i depends on its strategy (A or B) and the composition of the play group, i.e., how many individuals play strategies A and B in the play group. More concretely, let us assume that the possible payoffs are α = a_1, . . . , a_K for individuals using strategy A, and β = b_1, . . . , b_L for individuals using strategy B. As in the 2-player games, this procedure is done for the M individuals so that at time t the population is completely described by the number of individuals playing strategy A with payoff α (I_α) and the number of individuals playing strategy B with payoff β (J_β ) where α and β take all the possible payoff values for each strategy. With this notation, the derivation of the differential equation for P (t) is identical to that outlined before for the 2-person games, resulting in the replicator equation (18).

V. CONCLUSION

Evolutionary game theory, introduced in the early 1970s to explain the ritualistic nature of many animal contests [3] has opened up an entire field of research with implications far beyond biology [34]. The finding that the replicator equation, called the equation of life for its central role in evolutionary game theory [16], describes the infinite population limit of the eminently social process of copying or imitating peers [17] has contributed greatly to this success. Here we provide an alternative elementary (and admittedly non-rigorous) proof of the link between the imitation dynamics in the large population limit and the replicator equation for the scenario where players compare their instantaneous (not average) payoffs and only more successful individuals can be imitated. Our proof can be easily generalized to the case where players can use more than two strategies.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research was partially supported by Conselho Nacional de Desenvolvimento Científico e Tecnológico – Brasil (CNPq) – grant number 305620/2021-5.

[1] Bandura A., Social Learning Theory, Prentice Hall, New York, 1977.

[2] Blackmore S., The Meme Machine, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2000.

[3] Maynard Smith J. and Price G.R., The logic of animal conflict, Nature 246 (1973) 15.

[4] J. Maynard Smith, Evolution and the Theory of Games, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1982.

[5] Kennedy D. and Norman C., What don’t we know?, Science 309 (2005) 75.

[6] Axelrod R., The Evolution of Cooperation, Basic Books, New York, 1984.

[7] Sigmund K., De Silva H., Traulsen A. and Hauert C., Social learning promotes institutions for governing the commons, Nature 466 (2010) 861.

[8] Pacheco J. M., Vasconcelos V. V. and Santos F.

C., Climate change governance, cooperation and selforganization, Phys. Life Rev. 11 (2014) 573.

[9] Perc M., Jordan J. J., Rand D. G., Wang Z., Boccaletti S. and Szolnoki A., Statistical physics of human cooperation, Phys. Rep. 687 (2017) 1.

[10] Xia C., Wang J., Perc M. and Wang Z., Reputation and reciprocity, Phys. Life Rev. 46 (2023) 8.

[11] Fontanari J. F. and Santos M., The dynamics of casual groups can keep free-riders at bay, Math. Biosc. 372 (2024) 109188.

[12] Capraro V. and Perc M., Grand challenges in social physics: in pursuit of moral behavior, Front. Phys. 6 (2018) 107.

[13] Capraro V., Perc M. and Vilone D., The evolution of lying in well-mixed populations, J. R. Soc. Interface 16 (2019) 20190211.

[14] Vieira E. V. M. and Fontanari J. F., A Soluble Model for the Conflict between Lying and Truth-Telling, Mathematics 12 (2024) 414.

[15] Hofbauer J. and Sigmund K., Evolutionary Games and Population Dynamics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1998.

[16] Nowak M. A., Evolutionary Dynamics: Exploring the Equations of Life, Belknap Press, New York, 2006.

[17] Traulsen A., Claussen J. C. and Hauert C., Coevolutionary Dynamics: From Finite to Infinite Populations, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95 (2005) 238701.

[18] Sandholm W. H., Population Games and Evolutionary Dynamics, MIT Press, Cambridge, 2010.

[19] Kennedy J., Thinking is social: Experiments with the adaptive culture model, J. Conflict. Res. 42 (1998) 56.

[20] Fontanari J. F., Imitative Learning as a Connector of Collective Brains, PLoS ONE 9 (2014) e110517.

[21] Toyokawa W., Whalen A. and Laland K. N., Social learning strategies regulate the wisdom and madness of interactive crowds, Nat. Hum. Behav. 3 (2019) 183.

[22] Szabó G. and Töke C., Evolutionary prisoner’s dilemma game on a square lattice. Phys. Rev. E 58 (1998) 69.

[23] Perc M. and Szolnoki A., Coevolutionary games - a mini review, BioSystems 99 (2010) 109.

[24] Soares J. P. M. and Fontanari J. F., N-player game formulation of the majority-vote model of opinion dynamics, Physica A 643 (2024) 129829.

[25] Zheng D. F., Yin H. P., Chan C. H. and Hui P. M., Cooperative behavior in a model of evolutionary snowdrift games with N-person interactions, Europhys. Lett. 80 (2007) 18002.

[26] Meloni S., Buscarino A., Fortuna L., Frasca M., Gómez- Gardeñes J., Latora V. and Moreno Y., Effects of mobility in a population of prisoner’s dilemma players, Phys. Rev. E 79 (2009) 067101.

[27] Perc M., Gómez-Gardeñes J., Szolnoki A., Floría L. M.

and Moreno Y., Evolutionary dynamics of group interactions on structured populations: a review, J. R. Soc. Interface 10 (2013) 20120997.

[28] Feller W., An Introduction to Probability Theory and Its Applications, Vol. 1, Wiley, New York, 1968.

[29] Hardin J., The tragedy of the commons, Science 162 (1968) 1243.

[30] Ostrom E., Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Active, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1990.

[31] Pacheco J. M., Santos F. C., Souza M. O. and Skyrms B., Evolutionary dynamics of collective action in N-person stag hunt dilemmas, Proc. R. Soc. B. 276 (2009) 315.

[32] De Silva H., Hauert C., Traulsen A. and Sigmund K., Freedom, enforcement, and the social dilemma of strong altruism, Evol. Econ. 20 (2010) 203.

[33] Archetti M. and Scheuring I., Review: Game theory of public goods in one-shot social dilemmas without assortment, J. Theor. Biol. 299 (2012) 9.

[34] Traulsen A. and Glynatsi N. E., The future of theoretical evolutionary game theory, Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B 378 (2023) 20210508.